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The study investigated how undergraduate marketing students perceived intensive delivery of 
subjects over summer school as compared to traditional semester delivery. The results 
suggest that students did not perceive there were substantial differences in learning, but 
preferred the more intensive nature of the learning. The results also indicate that summer 
school students found the subject more interesting and rated the subject higher overall as compared 
with the traditional mode. Individual assessment grades for students in the intensive mode did 
differ to those in the traditional mode, but examination results and final grades were not 
statistically different. Intensive modes may be viable alternatives to traditional semester long 
classes, although they do potentially have increased costs. 





It has been suggested that students’ participation in lectures and tutorials is declining 
(Ramsden, 2003). Students appear to want more interactive classes that engage student 
learning (Harasim, 1999; Ramsden, 2003). Engaging students is preferred by many 
academics; although this requires that students are prepared and willing to actively participate 
ensuring classes are not one-way communication (Collier, 1985). 
 
Lack of preparation and engagement can lead to limited reflection on content and it 
sometimes appears that students are more concerned with the ‘answers’ rather than why an 
answer is applicable (Keddie and Trotter, 1998). Changes in technology also assist in 
reshaping the educational process; students now have unlimited access to information. This 
potentially causes challenges for academics, such as how do we engage students with content 
and classes. To get students to “think like marketers” today’s educators need to possibly move 
beyond the traditional modes of instruction (Ali and Ho, 2006).  
 
This paper investigates the undergraduate marketing students’ perception of intensive face-to-
face delivery during summer school as compared to their perceptions of traditional semester 
teaching. We also explore whether there are differences in the mean grades for the assessment 





Non-traditional teaching has been defined using many different names- intensive block mode, 
accelerated and flexible (Scott, 1994; Daniel, 2000; Grant, 2000; Seamon, 2004; Burton and 
Nesbit 2005). It was initially developed to allow institutions to deliver content in an 
accelerated schedule because of time constraints and has its roots in a variety of educational 
environments. According to Seamon (2004) one of the earliest examples were short-term 
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summer courses taught at Harvard University in 1869 (Seamon, 2004). Within our research 
we use the term “intensive teaching” to cover the overall set of approaches and we focus on 
their use in an undergraduate marketing subject within summer school over five weeks as 
compared to a traditional semester 12 weeks, with a one week mid-semester break. 
 
Business faculties have extensively practiced intensive teaching in tertiary education since the 
early 90s. Burton and Nesbit (2005) identify that in Australia this started at the University of 
New South Wales in the MBA program. Globally many institutions have integrated these 
intensive teaching formats widely throughout programs (Daniel, 2000). 
 
There have been a number of researchers who have explored the educational implication of 
running intensive classes, with results suggesting that learning outcomes are equivalent or 
better than the traditional mode of delivery. There is more student interaction and 
commitment, as well as increased academic performance (Scott, 1994; Daniel, 2000; Grant, 
2000; Seamon, 2004). The delivery of marketing subjects in intensive mode has not been 
examined previously and this is the focus of this paper. It has also been suggested that more 





The research examined students involved in the introductory marketing undertaken in 
2006/07 summer school (intensive mode) over six weeks and Semester 2, 2006 (traditional 
mode) over 12 weeks with a one week mid-semester break . Both groups were taught by the 
same academic to control for any variation in teaching styles, in addition the same assessment 
structure was used (although deadlines were varied to reflect the different time scales) to 
control for assessment variations. The subject (BHO1171) was the foundation in marketing 
subject. Students were introduced to the basic concepts in marketing and given the 
opportunity to apply the theoretical aspects of the course to problems similar to those 
encountered in the business environment.  
 
The subject was required for all students who enrolled in the Bachelor of Business degree at a 
large university in Australia. All the students had been in the business program for at least 6 
months and thus had undertaken other business subjects in the traditional mode of delivery. 
The 2006/07 group comprised 44 students. The majority of the students (38 or 86%) were 
“local” and the other 6 were international students. The semester 2, 2006 group comprised 34 
students and majority of the students (31 or 91%) were local. 
 
Summer school, the subject was taught over five weeks, meeting four hours at a time, twice a 
week (lectures 2.5 hours and tutorial 1.5 hours). The traditional mode was taught over 12 
weeks, meeting three hours (lectures 2 hours and tutorial 1 hours) one time a week and there 
was a one week mid-semester break. In both groups there were three pieces of assessment – 
individual report (25%), group assignment (25%) and a final examination comprising essay 
questions (50%). It is recognised that there are a diverse variety of intensive modes of 
delivery and assessment regimes, variations in both of these could be explored to identify how 






Students who enrolled in the subject were asked to complete the Subject Evaluation of Unit 
which is a standard 10-item questionnaire administered in the University, usually in the final 
lecture. Students were informed that the questionnaire was anonymous and it was not part of 
the assessment regime of the class. In addition, a separate survey was administered in the 
summer school class exploring students views of this mode as compared to the traditional 
semester, the survey and protocol were approved by the Universities ethics committee. As 
will be described, the majority of questions are focused on students' perceptions of the subject 
(both intensive and traditional). The issues considered in the survey included subject design, 
knowledge and benefits gained from the subject and support received during their studies. 
 
 
Results and Discussions 
 
Table 1 shows the results of the 36 students' views of intensive summer school option relative 
to traditional mode teaching. Students felt that intensive summer option was the same as the 
normal semester or more preferable. In particular they felt that there was more opportunity for 
feedback (q5) and interaction (q6) with the lecturer. In addition it required them to be more 
efficient with their time (q3). They did not believe that there was any disadvantage to the 
summer school option in terms of studying (q1) nor was the intensive mode more time 
consuming (q7). They did not believe that there was any disadvantage in the intensive more 
and overall preferred this mode to traditional semester learning (q2 and q3). 
 
Table 1: Views on Intensive Mode 
 
No. Questions Mean 
1 For the subject that I enrolled, I believe there is no difference if I study 
during summer school or during normal semester basis 
2.3408
2 I prefer to enrol in summer courses rather than normal semester basis 2.0373
3 I find myself more efficient and effective in my learning since this is an 
intensive subject 
2.0795
4 There is an disadvantage for me since this is a summer school (shorter 
learning time as compared with the normal semester courses) 
2.6107
5 Throughout the summer school, I can easily get any feedback and/or help 
from the lecturers or tutor via email, telephone or in-person contact just 
like normal semester 
2.2211
6 Throughout the summer school, the discussion/feedback from the 
lecturers over email, telephone or in-person contact enhanced my 
understanding of the queries that I raised 
2.1517
7 Summer school is more time consuming as compared with normal 
semester learning 
3.9861
8 I find the subject in summer school is more enjoyable than any other 
business courses in my previous studies 
1.8679
(Five-point Likert scale with 1 = AS agree strongly and 5 = DS disagree strongly) 
36 respondents (out of 44 students) from intensive class and 27 respondents (out of 34 
students) from traditional class completed the student evaluation and the mean results are 
provided in Table 2. As it can be seen in all cases, students from the summer school 
(intensive) “agreed” (a mean of less than 2) to all the statements. The students in the 
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traditional mode also had mean responses of less than 3 (i.e. between agree and neutral) or 
less than 2 (i.e. agreed). The mean values were all higher than for in the summer school 
group. There were statically significant differences for five of the items as well. In particular 
students felt that they received more assistance, feedback and felt they had a better 
understanding of the content. They also found the subject more interesting and rated the 
subject higher overall. There were no differences in terms of workloads or assessment, subject 
design or relevance to their degree, with students in both groups being positive towards this.  
Table 2: 2006/07 BHO1171 Student Evaluation of Unit (SEU)  
 
Intensive Traditional T-test  
No. 
 
Questions Mean Std Mean Std DS 
1 I do some of my best work in this 
subject. 
1.58 0.69 2.15 1.10 -2.35 
(0.02) 
2 I receive adequate help with areas I find 
difficult in this subject. 
1.64 0.59 2.15 0.86 -2.63 
(0.012)
3 The feedback that I receive in this 
subject is helpful. 
1.50 0.56 2.00 0,83 -2.70 
(0.10) 
4 I understand most of the content of this 
subject. 
1.67 0.59 2.07 0.68 -2.51 
(0.02) 
5 I find this subject interesting. 1.67 0.59 2.07 0.92 -2.02 
(0.05) 
6 The learning outcomes and expected 
standards of this subject are clear to me. 
1.53 0.56 1.78 0.64 -1.62 
(0.11) 
7 The workload in this subject is 
appropriate. 
1.61 0.73 1.85 0.53 -1.51 
(0.14) 
8 The assessment in this subject allows 
me to demonstrate what I have 
understood. 
1.56 0.65 1.81 0.74 -1.45 
(0.15) 
9 I can see the relevance of this subject to 
my degree.  
1.81 0.86 1.96 0.76 -0.77 
(0.44) 
10 Overall, how would you rate the quality 
of this subject? 
1.33 0.48 1.81 0.83 -2.69 
(0.01) 





While the students’ perception of intensive delivery was important, it was also critical to 
explore the learning outcomes. Table 3 provides the mean grades for the three assessment 
components of the intensive delivery as well as those undertaking the subject in traditional 
delivery mode. T-tests were undertaken to explore whether there were any statistical 
differences in performance.  
 
There is a statistically significant difference for the individual assignment, with students in the 
intensive mode delivery receiving a significantly higher mark (i.e. 18/25 = 72% as compared 
to 14/25 = 56%). The mean group assignment mark, final examination mark and overall mark 
did not statistically differ between the two groups. Thus the benefit to the individual 
assignment mark did not appear to influence the overall grade. As such it is unclear if there is 
any improvement in overall learning outcomes. 
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Table 3: BHO1171 Students’ performance by percentage 
 
Intensive Mode Traditional Mode  
Assessments Mean  (Std) Mean (Std) 
T-test  
Probability 
Individual Assignment (25%)  18.057 (4.18) 14.191 (5.73) 3.312 (0.00) 
Group Assignment (25%) 18.909 (3.63) 18.691 (3.09) .286 (0.77) 
Final Exam (50%) 25.077 (9.34) 27.203 (8.96) -0.999 (0.32) 
Overall Grade 61.750 (13.80) 58.206 (16.36) 1.015 (0.314) 
 
 
Conclusions, Implications and Limitations 
 
Given the growing emphasis on outcomes and student experiences this type of research is 
increasingly required. Changes in practice need to be justified with systematic research into 
the evaluation of changes. The key goal of modifying delivery should be to identify ways to 
improve student learning and outcomes. This may in fact also be affected by students’ 
learning styles and motivations, which can also be integrated into more comprehensive 
studies of changing modes of delivery on outcomes. 
  
It does appear that there may be benefits for some students in moving to more intensive 
delivery, as their experience overall appears to be improved and within this study they 
preferred the intensive mode or at least saw no disadvantages. This might suggest that 
students in an information rich, high speed interaction environment might perceive learning 
differently that those in the past, for whom traditional modes of learning were initially 
designed. 
 
Assessment of the educational experience should however, not focus on student experiences 
alone. The issue of learning outcomes is possibly equally important, although it is not clear 
that students would perceive this to be the case and this was not explored in this research. 
Within this study there was no improvement in overall learning outcomes in the intensive 
mode, thus changes might not be justified if learning outcomes are the primary measure of 
success of education. It might however, be anticipated that an increased positive perception of 
classes might assist in improving student participation, which could possibly explain the 
improved individual progressive results. As such, there may be complex relationships 
between the different measures of a subject’s success (i.e. attitudinal and learning outcomes). 
 
There may also be a number of other factors that need to be considered in evaluating the 
effectiveness of one mode of delivery in comparison with others. This might include the type 
of assessment uses, as one mode might result in better learning outcomes than others. For 
example, group activities might be harder to organise in shorter time frames, although it might 
also be the case that the intensive interaction required will bring about better outcomes as 
well. The specific modes of intensive delivery also could be explored, as there may be 
negatives associated with have too intensive education formats (say 5 days of 8 hours straight) 
that limit student’s ability to absorb the information. Thus alternatives should be examined. 
Lastly there may be differences based on the cohorts of students. Post graduate, 
undergraduate and event differences between local and international students may exist. This 
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